This paper examines the US global position in a rapidly changing world. In particularly it addresses the situation in the modern Middle East (to include countries of the Persian Gulf, the eastern Mediterranean countries, and North Africa (Appendix A) 1 ) and proposes a new approach, forming a "Middle Eastern Treaty Organization" (METO). The paper examines both US and regional countries interests; evaluate advantages and disadvantages of having a "NATO like"
Introduction
organizations combined with these new spheres are key factors. "It means building upon our traditional alliances, while also cultivating partnerships with new centers of influence. Taken together, these approaches will allow us to foster more effective global cooperation to confront challenges that know no borders and affect every nation." 15 Moreover, "regional organizations can be particularly effective at mobilizing and legitimating cooperation among countries closest to the problem." 16 General Dempsey also emphases partnerships: "Achieving our national military objectives also requires that we develop and evolve our relationships with our interagency and international partners. " 17 Thus, in addition to the existing partnerships, it is clear that the US should consider some form of METO. The remainder of the paper considers the major opportunities and risks involved with creating a METO.
US Advantages and Disadvantages
There are numerous advantages of having such a METO alliance, spread across many different areas. Having such an institution -another big, international co-operative organization in addition to NATO -increases American global power immensely. That power enables US to have better influence in the specific Middle Eastern region and in the whole world.
Militarily, a METO would form a long-term alliance, bringing air, ground and naval capabilities to an area greatly in need for such a force. ISIS and other non-state terror organizations undermine Middle Eastern stability now and in the future. The partners of such an alliance could fight a battle against ISIS, or its equivalent, but also could confront future crises rising from either state (Iran for example) or non-state threats; much like NATO currently does in Europe and elsewhere. In an ideal world such alliance would have the time needed in order to build its structure and organizations, time for training and integration, several iterations of exercises, debriefs and improvement -all of those before operational engagement. Lack of resources (especially money and personnel) and imminent urgent threats are likely to change this timeline.
The US-led alliance would work together creating a structure that would enable it to fight a fully coordinated air, ground, and sea campaign. The alliance's main purpose is to overcome current obstacles and at the same time prepare for the next crisis. This is a very different approach to the current one being fought against ISIS, where an ad-hoc coalition has been forged, with minimum integration, fragile trust and luck of long-term objectives. 18 A fully integrated military force will take longer to achieve. There is a need for time to train, build the framework and obviously build trust among the participants. Risks -The main risk that needs to be considered when forming such an innovative alliance is centered on the very nature of its partner states. Most of them are not democratic.
The behavior of non-democratic states differs from that of democracies; they are less affected by domestic opinion, the state usually control's the media, and many have a tendency towards corruption and nepotism. However, they too aspire for stability and so should not be dismissed. Conformity. 33 Such group of problems is not easily overcome. Nevertheless, by crafting the alliance carefully it is not insurmountable.
The US would lead this alliance by providing equipment and taking full responsibility for key parts of the alliance. The US should do so in a subtle, sensitive way, in order to prevent the rise of public opposition in the Arab member countries. The key areas for US leadership would be: command and control; information management (intelligence -gathering and analysis); and training. The US would thus strengthen the alliance in its weak spots and in return would benefit from a controlling influence in the region. Having more American influence is beneficial to the US of course, but also supports preventing the alliance going astray. Having the United States directing the heart of the alliance infrastructure prevents it from conducting a military operation without US approval. This would thus resolve the last major risk of forming the METO alliance -the potential that, with majority of Arab non-democratic countries amongst its members -it would attack, pre-emptively, non-Arab nation in the region (especially the long standing US ally, Israel).
Middle East Interests -motivation to join METO
The first and foremost reason for a Middle Eastern country in joining METO is security.
"Balance against threats" is the most common motive for alignment. 34 The regime or government must protect their national sovereignty. Protecting the state through a military alliance, with multiple forces, led by the world superpower is an important guarantee in a restless, sometimes chaotic environment such as the Middle East. To the weak countries it brings military capabilities beyond their individual reach. To the stronger countries, it brings extra capabilities and increased numbers. The combining of forces in such an alliance -air, sea and ground forces, as well as command and control, technology, and intelligence capabilities -would provide a force well superior to any regional actor. Such a force could than operate against a range of enemies, ranging from terror activity and insurgency to a full-scale conventional war.
The US contribution to the alliance may also include extending its protective nuclear umbrella to other members of the alliance, thus maybe also reduce Middle Eastern countries desire to proliferate nuclear weapons.
Besides a common threat of a radical ideology and terror organizations (such as ISIS today), the interests for a METO alliance are diverse. Peace, prosperity and stability are probably also key aspirations in the majority of the countries. A regime always wishes to stay in power and thus promotes stability. The more open and westernized regimes will also promote prosperity. With regard to peace, I believe it is an even higher wish and one where trust is needed to be constructed before full implementation of the phrase. Economic benefits are also an important part of the objectives of a METO ally, taking advantage of good military relations to achieve other needs. Some countries would like the International recognition, while others are just bandwagoning because of their size and/or power. Having a US led METO will keep the global world leader in the region, thus protecting the interests of its countries. As a second and third order effect, America is likely to invest more money in the countries' economy and in their military; it will probably provide better infrastructure (military bases, runways, etc.), and it will thus make the METO partners more influential in the international arena. From big to small, weak to strong, being a METO partner is extremely beneficial. As seen, many areas of similarities can be applicable to METO: ideology, objectives, cooperation and more. Collins, after considering some definitions such as: "collective defense"; "alliance of democracies"; and "prototypical security community" concludes in his aftermath:
NATO -Definition
"NATO is an evolving collective security organization, whose identity is shaped by its members and through their interactions." 39 After briefly examining the history and understanding the definitions, it is time to comprehend NATO's main structure and more importantly, key features that enabled it to work and becoming "the most successful alliance system in the history of the world." 40 NATO organizational structure is complex with both civilian structure, military structure and other organizations and agencies. 41 NATO is a highly bureaucratic and yet extremely capable political and military organization (see Appendix D).
Implementation of NATO model to METO
NATO alliance at its core was an alliance formed to face a common threat. Article V in particularly acknowledges the commitment to one another. 42 I have discussed earlier the need to make compromises due to the nature of the mainly Arab, non-democratic states occupying the larger Middle East area. The METO alliance can implement structure and even processes.
Nevertheless, the basic lack of trust will not allow it to have the exact same treaty. Patricia A.
Weitsman identified a range of six commitment levels that alliances may provide: "(1) a promise to maintain benevolent neutrality in the event of war; (2) a promise to consult in the event of military hostilities with an implication of aid; (3) promises of military assistance and other aid in event of war but without prepared or explicit conditions specified in advance; (4) a promise to come to the active assistance of an ally under specific circumstances; (5) an unconditional promise of mutual assistance, short of joint planning, with division of forces; and (6) an unconditional promise of mutual assistance in the event of attack with preplanned command and control and the integration of force and strategy." 43 Alliances were formed earlier in times without article V. METO can initially adopt a more moderate strategy that enables a wide common interest in order to maximize its partners.
Somewhere near Weitsman's second type of alliance only with already existing infrastructure, processes and mutual training. That will establish a wonderful platform allowing the alliance to evolve into a more committed alliance after trust is achieved. A narrower alliance would probably be possible also with Weitsman's third or fourth type as well. Having such alliance is also a great platform to conduct a military operation joined by some of METO members without mobilizing METO forces due to consensus problems (as it happens in NATO). The US will have its legitimacy and regional forces applying the violence, thus keeping US power and influence while reducing American involvement, American casualties and American budget. An aspiration to reach Weitsman's last level of commitment (similar to NATO's article 5) is important so no member would assume it can take more risks, provoking or even attacking a rival, assuming METO will ultimately protect it, as happened in World War I. 44 The current ideological threat to the region is from terror organizations such as ISIS. While many believe the expansion of the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) is a relative small issue, others believe it has a potential to be "more extensive and fraught with danger than the war on terror." 45 The and get prepared in order to be able to engage air land or sea operations for which the alliance was formed.
Conclusion
History is full of surprises, and alliance history is no different. NATO was founded to oppose a Soviet threat. The threat is long gone but NATO is still extremely relevant and influential. 49 Having another effective alliance in a different part of the world is meaningful. Implementing such endeavor with the US leading the institution and the US controlling the heart of the military organization (in order to make up for the alliance partners inefficiencies) can be exactly what America needs right now. The economic problems, the downsizing of the military, the declined diplomatic power and the exhaustion from wars, can all have a turning point. Leading a Middle Eastern alliance will reduce the required military budget (in the long run) and assist financially across sectors. The alliance could wage the wars with regional actors and troops, instead of the US. It will reduce American casualties. METO will put the US in its strongest political, diplomatic position it had ever been in. alliances in four continents is powerful. Such alliance would no doubt promote American values of Peace and prosperity, but also stability in a place where it is scarce. The regional countries can also profit from taking part in a METO alliance.
Whether it is economically, diplomatically, militarily or even bandwagoning, being allied with the world super power is a good enough reason. It can also bring peace, stability, prosperity and a regional platform to resolve conflicts -diplomatically. 50 This could be a breakthrough in the entire area's relationships amongst themselves and with the international community. NATO model is a good model for that and it can be implemented with a basic structure, basic decision making processes and ideology. There are of course many questions with need for an answer (which countries will be members of METO? What degree of mutual security will it hold? etc.) and many risks needs to be addressed (How will other key players in the world react? Especially Russia and China; how will the Sunni-Shi'a-Christian-(and maybe Jewish)-relationship works?
etc.). However, when it seems that threats multiply, instability rises and great powers decline -it is time for hope! Maybe, as oppose to the words of John Lennon, we don't need to imagine there's no countries and no religion too in order to have nothing to kill or die for. Then we could really "imagine all the people living life in peace".
Appendix A: Countries of the modern Middle East
In this essay use Dr. 55 The foundation of the state of Israel (1947) occurred at that same time and has changed after several wars and crucial peace treaties. 56 The "Arab Spring" dramatically changed much of the Arab world, and especially the situation in Libya, Iraq and Syria. So, it is clear that the countries are relatively young as independent countries (45-95 years old). The majority are dictatorships/authoritarians regimes with their citizens being either "Partly Free" or "Not Free" (Israel is the only full democracy). 57 And the military status within the society is relatively strong because of both culture and necessity (with compare to western countries). The countries in the region had fought many wars and formed various alliances, most of these alliances failed to unify the Arab forces. 58 
